This paper reports a critical investigation of postgraduate students' understandings of the principles underlying the use of mixed methods as a research strategy.
1
What are post-graduate students' experiences of using mixed methods in their own research? 2
To what extent are postgraduate students familiar with the philosophical, ideological and theoretical principles of mixed methods in educational research?
A mixed methods strategy was employed, including an on-line questionnaire survey and face-to-face small-group discussions with postgraduate students registered on programmes of study in two UK universities.
Findings indicate that despite the increasing popularity of the use of mixed methods, post-graduate students experience some confusion leading to a lack of clarity about the underlying principles on which this approach is based. The paper concludes by suggesting a tentative solution to the confusion, drawing on Plowright's (2011) FraIM (Frameworks for an Integrated Methodology), which offers an alternative strategy for integrating different perspectives.
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INTRODUCTION
This paper reports the findings of a small-scale exploratory pilot study investigating postgraduate students' understandings of the methodological principles underlying the use of mixed methods as a research strategy. It argues that there is a lack of coherence and clarity in the methodology literature. This may result in post-graduate researchers' understandings about research generally, and mixed methods in particular, being at risk of confusion.
Most current methodology publications still tend to reinforce a polarised view and understanding of research methodologies with a continuing use of qualitative and quantitative distinctions (for example, Muijs, 2004; Silverman, 2004) . Even publications about mixed methods continue to draw on a traditional paradigmatic explanation, referring for example to 'quantitative methods and 'qualitative procedures' (Creswell, 2003) . Claims are made that it is legitimate to use methods drawn from both approaches and to 'mix' these in the same project. This has reached relatively sophisticated levels of articulation, with for example, Creswell et al's (2003) and analyzing quantitative and qualitative data'. An earlier account provides a more elaborate definition with a focus on the type of data, arguing that:
A mixed methods study involves the collection or analysis of both quantitative and/or qualitative data in a single study in which the data are collected concurrently or sequentially, are given a priority, and involve the integration of the data at one or more stages in the process of research (p212). Morse (2003) on the other hand, draws on a more sophisticated view of a mixed methods design, which incorporates a theoretical perspective, stating:
This is the incorporation of various qualitative or quantitative strategies within a single project that may have either a qualitative or quantitative theoretical drive (p190). This is taken further by Greene (2007) who believes that mental models have a central role to play in understanding the principles of mixed methods and claims that mixed methods is:
the planned and intentional incorporation of multiple mental models -with their diverse constituent methodological stances, epistemological understandings, disciplinary perspectives, and habits of mind and experience -into the same enquiry space for purposes of generatively engaging with difference toward better understanding of the phenomena being studied (p13).
There are many other definitions of mixed methods that could be added here. Each is relatively similar in its focus on the collection of different types of data, using different research methods and/or approaches as part of the same study. A further common element is usually an inclusion of the terms 'qualitative' and 'quantitative' as the defining difference. Taking these into account leads to an alternative definition of mixed methods: The 'Q words' are the root -and the route -of all evil. Once you embark in either direction, then the journey is fraught with conceptual, methodological and axiological difficulties. Despite clams that using mixed methods frees researchers from the constraints of paradigmatic thinking, it 'can actually reinforce the binary positioning of the qualitative and quantitative paradigms' (Symonds and Gorard, 2010: 133) . There is also a confusion over the terms used to describe, explain and discuss research methodologies -and mixed methods in particular. Niglas (2009) points out that:
As in any developing area, there is a lack of terminological and even conceptual clarity and coherence. We can find many different labels for the same ideas and at the same time, authors use identical terms for different meanings (p36).
There is also the interminable debate about the underlying philosophical perspectives that (supposedly) determine the methodological approach employed when undertaking research.
The philosophical perspectives, or paradigms, associate constructivism with qualitative research and positivism or post-positivism with quantitative approaches (Guba and Lincoln, 1998) . On the one hand, an author such as Grix (2004) argues that it is not possible to combine an approach that draws on both paradigms since research foundations are a skin and not a sweater that can be changed any time. In other words, the argument is whether or not philosophy has a legislative function (Delanty and Strydom, 2003) in determining the methodology employed. Williams and May (1996) , however, point out that 'Philosophy might have the capacity to illuminate, but it hardly dictates' (p135).
In addition, mixed methods, it is often argued, is linked with the philosophical ideas associated with pragmatism, an American philosophy driven by the ideas of William James, John Dewey and, in particular, those of C S Peirce (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004) . A pragmatic philosophy rejects historical dualisms, mentioned briefly above, and accepts both realist and constructivist perspectives on epistemology (Greene, 2007) .
But, perhaps surprisingly, mixed methods publications tend not to draw on the general philosophical literature about epistemology (eg, Audi, 1998; Dancy, 1985; Norris, 2005; Sosa et al, 2008) , the philosophy of science (eg, Rosenberg, 2005; Chalmers, 1999) or even the philosophy of social science (eg, Delanty and Strydom, 2003; Jarvie and Zamora-Bonilla, 2011; Hollis, 1994) . Further, Bergman (2008:17) argues that:
… ideas about (post-) positivism and constructivism and, particularly relevant for mixed methods, pragmatism, are tremendously varied and complex, something that most methods texts in the social sciences reproduce inadequately.
Often, there appears to be little iteration between the discipline of philosophy and that of methodology despite the claims that the former should inform, if not drive, the latter. Harrits (2011) argues that justifications for the choice of method in general, and the choice of mixed methods in particular, should include arguments on the epistemological problems -and solutions -that those methods may entail. However, even a cursory acquaintance with the philosophy writings will highlight the complexity and sophistication of the often highly challenging arguments debated. They also highlight the uncertainties and the disagreements about the conceptualisation of knowledge and the justification for knowledge claims. Applying these issues to the 'methodologising' of educational and social research is doubly difficult. What this suggests is that two further developments are now needed. The first is a clarification of the range of issues that the use of a mixed methods strategy raises. This includes an explanation of the epistemological and methodological arguments that are associated with this approach to carrying out research. Secondly, and more urgently, however, a new conceptualisation of mixed methods may now be needed. The one currently in use does not adequately challenge the traditional bi-polar conceptualisation of research methodologies and at the same offer a viable alternative that structures our thinking and activities about carrying out social and educational research.
This clarification and re-conceptualisation are needed for a further purpose.
Understanding and using research methodologies create challenges for students undertaking post-graduate study in education. Many have come to their studies from degrees that have contained little if any experience of research methodologies.
Those who have attended either undergraduate or post-graduate courses in research will probably have undertaken modules in qualitative and/or quantitative research.
They will probably have only a simplistic, basic understanding of the principles and practicalities involved in carrying out empirical research. This will also apply, inevitably therefore, to understanding and using mixed methods.
The current trend for employing a mixed methods strategy has highlighted the limited discussion about using this approach in the context of supervising and supporting higher degree students and researchers (Halcomb and Andrew, 2009) . Despite this trend, institutions have varied provision for training students in both quantitative and qualitative research approaches, much less mixed methodology (Baran, 2010) .
However, Hoyles et al (2005) sound a word of warning that 'the demands of this approach in time, effort and expertise must not be under-estimated' (p236). But it may be worth the effort and time, since when post-graduate researchers are encouraged to draw on both paradigms, Baran (2010) argues that most find that a mixed methodology is more appropriate than the reliance on just one method.
As tutors on research methods courses catch up with the discussions in the literature about mixed-methods, there is a need to begin to understand how best to teach students about these ideas (Earley, 2007) . This also applies to helping students develop an understanding of how philosophical frameworks are associated with mixed methods (Mertens, 2010) . One first step in this process is to look at the issues from the students' perspective. Further, it offers the social and educational research community an invitation to consider a possible solution to re-thinking the research process. It achieves this by using an approach based on a new, innovative mixed methodology, referred to as the FraIM (Frameworks for an Integrated Methodology) (Plowright, 2011) . The paper concludes by arguing that the next development in the area of mixed methods should be based on characteristics of integration and not just 'mixing' or 'combining' different approaches to research.
RESEARCH STRATEGY AND DESIGN
The research strategy and design were based on an integrated methodology, drawing on Plowright's (2011) FraIM. There is not the space here to include a detailed explication of the FraIM and how it conceptualises the research process, nor is there an opportunity to detail each component of the FraIM, but the practicalities involve:
-asking clear research questions within identified professional and theoretical contexts; -using appropriate sampling procedures supported by an effective data source management strategy;
-employing systematic methods of data collection determined by degree of structure;
-generating both numerical and narrative empirical data;
-analysing the data statistically and/or narratively; -selecting evidence from the analysed data;
-arriving at provisional, warrantable inferences aimed at addressing the initial research question(s);
-working within a participant-centred ethicality;
-using an explanatory, integrated philosophical paradigm.
Without a detailed knowledge of the above elements of the FraIM readers are at risk of misunderstanding the nature of the integration that the FraIM is able to attain.
Apologies are in order, therefore, but one solution is to refer to Plowright (2011) to develop a clearer picture (both literal and metaphorical) of the frameworks within which the research was undertaken.
The empirical investigation
Research participants were students registered on masters and doctoral programmes of study from two UK universities. Working within the FraIM, data source management consisted of case study/survey. The characteristics that identify each category fall into three areas:
1 Number of cases; 2 Level of control the researcher has over which cases are allocated to which groups in the research; 3 The degree of naturalness or ecological validity (Hammersley, 1992) of the groupings.
This is represented for case study and survey in Table 1 . The sampling strategy employed both a purposive/opportunistic and convenience sample (Knight, 2002; Bryman, 2008) , the latter being due to the professional contact that the author has with the education departments of the two universities chosen. It was purposive or opportunistic due to the nature of the research, which focused on post-graduate education students' understandings of research methodologies.
Data collection
Data were collected in 2010/11 and proceeded in two stages:
Stage 1: On-line questionnaire survey
Stage 2: Small group face-to-face discussions.
In stage 1, an on-line questionnaire was created in and delivered via SurveyMonkey, a web-based survey tool (www.SurveyMonkey.com). The web page link was either emailed to participants or was displayed on a whiteboard during a teaching session.
In the former arrangement, students completed the questionnaire in their own time whilst in the latter, each student was requested to complete the questionnaire at one sitting. A total of 50 participants from university A took part in the survey and 68 from university B.
Stage 2 involved face-to-face group discussions about research methodologies and, in particular, using mixed methods. Participants from university A were recruited by asking for volunteers via the on-line questionnaire survey. As a result of the interest shown, three groups were formed. Two groups contained five participants each and a third group had 3 participants. In total, 13 doctoral researchers took part in the group meetings which took place during a weekend programme for doctoral researchers at university A. Students met with the interviewer in a quiet room. Each interview lasted between 35 to 45 minutes and was digitally recorded and then transcribed. For purposes of this paper, findings from stage 1 only are reported here, due to lack of space given the usual restrictions on word count.
Data analysis
Data collected via the on-line survey were mainly numerical with opportunities for students to include narrative data in response to a limited number of open questions.
The numerical data were analysed mathematically using SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) and are presented as tables of results, with some crosstabulations where appropriate.
ETHICALITY
Assurances were provided that all replies to the questionnaire would remain confidential and individuals would not be identified in any report about the findings.
Further, the opening statement in the questionnaire clearly indicated that student contact details, where provided, would only be used for the survey and would not be passed on to anyone else. Information about informed consent to participate in the survey, the right to withdraw and the personal anonymity of replies were also included. Ethical approval was formally applied for and subsequently granted by the two appropriate university ethics committees.
FINDINGS
The findings from the on-line questionnaire are outlined below. Inevitably, there is not the space to include every response to every question. The aim was to select information that would contribute in a meaningful way to answering the main research questions.
The on-line questionnaire survey was undertaken by the 118 participants from the two universities. Not all completed every question, which accounts for the differing totals in the tables of results. Further, questions were cross-tabulated against level of study (masters or doctorate); gender; mode of study (full-time or part-time); year of study (year 1 or longer) and home country (UK or overseas). Results from the crosstabulations have been included where the analyses inform an answer to the main research question and usually where the analyses are statistically significant. It should be noted, however, that due to the small numbers of participants involved, indication of significance may be questioned. Nevertheless, it was felt helpful to include the outcomes of the statistical analyses, where appropriate.
The students
This first section of findings presents demographic information about the students who took part in the on-line questionnaire. Table 2 shows that 70% of the participants are female and 30% are male; 38% are full-time and 62% part-time. Thirty five percent of participants are registered on masters programmes and 65% are studying at doctoral level. The latter consists of both PhD (n=11, 10% of total participants) and EdD researchers (Professional Doctorate in Education: n=62, 55% of the total number participants). For increased reliability, groups have been aggregated to create a dichotomized variable. Forty nine percent are 'home' students and 51% are from overseas. Finally, fifty nine percent are in their first year of study while 41% are in years 2 or over. The participants therefore tend to be female, studying part-time, undertaking a doctorate and in their first year of study. In addition, there is a more or less equal chance that they are from the UK or their home country is overseas. Table 3 , below, indicates that a majority (54%) of post-graduate researchers believe that the problem being investigated is the most important factor to take into account when planning and designing research. The context or situation within which the research takes place.
Students' understandings

23%
The methods of data collection the researcher likes to use.
14%
The philosophical position of the researcher. 11 9%
Total 118
This is in keeping with a mixed methods strategy based on a pragmatic approach to undertaking research which argues that the methodology is determined by the research question (Creswell and Garrett, 2008) . A more traditional perspective would suggest that the researcher's philosophical perspective should first be determined, then decisions about methodology can be aligned with the perspective (Guba and Lincoln, 1998 Participants were asked their views about the practicalities of undertaking research. and those respondents registered full-time (79%: p<.05) believed that, when you undertake research, you should measure the variables or issues you are studying.
Forty four percent of doctoral researchers believed that research should always involve collecting empirical data, compared to 35% of masters' students (p<.05). Half of all doctoral researchers (50%), compared to only 20% of masters students, did not think it was possible to be objective in the way that data are collected in research (p<.005). In addition, the same proportion (50%) of full-time students did not think it was possible to be objective when collecting data. This is compared to only 23% of full-time students answering this question (p<.05). For the three remaining items presented in Table 5 , there are statistical differences only between UK and overseas students and not the other variables. A higher proportion of overseas' students (48%) thought that all research should aspire to being scientific in the methods it uses (p<.01).
Thirty seven percent of overseas' students, compared to 28% of UK students, believed that research is not valid unless it is objective (p<.05).
Finally, 27% of overseas students, compared to only 7% of UK students, believed that when research did not use a scientific method the results are not valid (p<.005).
From this analysis it appears that, in comparison to masters level students, a higher proportion of doctoral students believed that research should always be about collecting empirical data but it is not possible to collect those data objectively. More
importantly, it appears that overseas students hold a traditional view of research, which is based on the methods employed being objectively scientific and leading to valid research. Full-time students, who in this study tend to be studying at masters level, believe that research should be based on measurement.
Philosophy
How do these findings relate to students' understanding of the philosophical issues that are conventionally associated with undertaking social and educational research?
The figures in Table 6 draw on two opposing ontological views. On the one hand a simplified realist view argues that reality is mind-independent (Boghossian, 2007) and does not rely on humans to conceptually or socially construct that reality (Sayer, 2000) . On the other hand, idealism, in contrast, argues that reality is minddependent, that 'the physical world is in some way dependent on the conscious activity of humans' (Okasha, 2002: 58) . The findings in Table 6 reflect the analyses above: that of a realist perspective to ontology that argues we all live in the same world but epistemologically experience and come to know that world in a different way. A majority (83%) of participants believe that we all live in the same world although, at times, it seems different because we perceive and experience that world differently from each other. Only 14% take a relativist view that there is no common reality. There is no statistical difference between the different groupings of participants, on this question, with the exception of Mode of study. Table 7 , below, shows that a higher proportion of full-time students (91%) believe we all live in the same world although it seems different sometimes because we perceive and experience that world differently from each other. This compares to 81% of part-time students. In contrast, 18% of part-time students, compared to only 2% of full-time, believe that people live in different worlds, because there is no common reality that we all inhabit. A higher proportion of full-time students compared to part-time students were unsure about their views. Chi square = 7.796: p < .05: df = 2
These findings resonate with the analyses presented earlier and depict overseas, full time students as holding a traditional positivist philosophical perspective.
Using mixed methods
Participants were asked about using mixed methods, including their understanding and use of such a strategy in their own research. Table 9 provides some insight into the extent to which students are aware of the philosophical arguments around using mixed methods. Just over three quarters (76%) of all participants answering this question have some awareness of the arguments, with 13% having no awareness and 11% being unsure. Only Level of study and Mode of study show statistically significant differences between particular groupings of participants. From Table 10 below, 79% of doctoral researchers have an awareness of the philosophical arguments associated with using mixed methods, compared to 65% of masters students (p<.005). In addition, 80% of part-time students are aware of the philosophical arguments compared to 71% of full-time students (p<.001). Other groupings registered differences, but these were not statistically significant. All participants were asked whether or not it was acceptable to use both qualitative and quantitative approaches, ie mixed methods, in the same research project. Table   11 shows that a high proportion of participants (90%) believed that it was acceptable to use such a strategy. From Table 12 , it can be seen that there are statistically significant differences for this question on only one variable: Level of study, ie, between masters students and doctoral researchers. A higher proportion of the latter (97%) compared to 77% of the former, believed that it was acceptable to use both mixed methods in the same project (p<.001). But what about actually using mixed methods? Have participants used mixed methods, now or in the past and do they intend to use mixed methods in the future? Table 13 shows responses to this question via a comparison of Level of study; Year of study; Home country; Gender and Mode of study. Level and Mode of study are the only variables that are statistically significant.
As can be seen from Table 13 , a higher proportion of doctoral researchers (32%) have used mixed methods, compared to 20% of masters students. Currently, 25% of doctoral researchers are using mixed methods compared to only 4% of masters students. However, 54% of masters students intend to use mixed methods in the future, compared to 33% of doctoral researchers. Finally, a small proportion (10%) of doctoral researchers do not appear to have any experience or intention of using mixed methods compared to 22% of masters students. These differences for Level of study are statistically significant at the p<.001 level. Interestingly, similar proportions are reflected in the analysis of responses under Mode of study for these items depicted in Table 13 and again the differences are statistically significant at the p<.001 level. Although the analyses are not presented here, part of the explanation for these findings may be that full-time students tend to be from overseas and studying at masters level and part-time students tend to be from the UK and studying at doctoral level. Traditionally, methods of data collection are described in terms of qualitative and quantitative approaches. The questionnaire survey asked respondents to indicate which of these terms they would apply to different approaches. Table 14 shows that 37% of participants labeled experiment as being a quantitative approach, 35% applied the term to survey and only 8% to documentary analysis with lower percentages to observation, interview and case study. A higher proportion of respondents applied the term qualitative to Interview (52%) compared to Observation (39%) and Case study (26%). Only 4% believed the term qualitative could be applied to Experiment and Survey.
Respondents also had the opportunity to indicate whether or not they believed that each of the strategies listed was both a quantitative and a qualitative approach to research. The findings indicate that over half of the respondents would apply both descriptions to Documentary analysis (66%); Case study (62%); Survey (51%) and Observation (51%). However, only 43% would apply both the terms quantitative and qualitative to Interview and 49% to Experiment. 
DISCUSSION and CONCLUSIONS
The research reported here was based on a small-scale exploratory pilot study of postgraduate researchers' understandings of the methodological principles underlying the use of mixed methods as a research strategy. There is some evidence from the findings that post-graduate researchers find the idea of mixed methods useful but they appear to hold mixed views about the principles associated with this kind of research.
Overall, it was found that most postgraduate researchers believed that the problem being investigated is the most important factor to take into account when it comes to planning and designing research. A more traditional perspective would suggest that researchers would be expected to identify their philosophical position then the methodology on which the research will be based. Further, there is a statistically significant difference between level of study, gender and mode of study in respondents' views about which factor is the most important. Doctoral researchers, males and to a lesser extent part-time students appear to be more focused on the problem being investigated when undertaking research. This implies that masters students, females and, again to a lesser extent, full time students need more support to encourage the use of more pragmatic strategies for carrying out research.
Social and educational research as scientific in its orientation is prevalent among the views of post-graduate researchers. Analysis of the findings revealed a number of statistically significant differences among the groups undertaking the on-line questionnaire survey. Doctoral researchers are more likely to view research as involving measurement and collecting empirical data. They are also more likely to believe that it is not possible to be procedurally objective when collecting data. This challenges the view that, 'Traditionally, the aim of the research enterprise from a methodological perspective, is to use a procedurally objective set of methods in order to gain an ontologically objective understanding of the events and objects we study' (Eisner, 1993: p11) .
Overseas students tend to believe that research should aspire to being scientific in its methods otherwise the results are not valid. In addition, validity is equated with objectivity. Here we see the links between a traditional view of research and whether or not participants are home or overseas students. In addition, there is a higher proportion of masters students who are from overseas (65%) compared to the UK (35%) and, in contrast, a higher proportion of doctoral students are from the UK (57%) rather than from overseas (43%). Although not presented in any of the tables, further analyses indicates that full-time students tend to be from overseas and studying at masters level and part-time students tend to be from the UK and studying at doctoral level.
It is probably reasonable to assume that masters students will not have had the same opportunities as doctoral researchers to consider and discuss ideas about research methodologies and their associated philosophical concepts. However, this raises interesting issues about the kind of support that overseas' students may need in order to enable them to develop their understanding of the difficult challenges they will face on their programmes of study. If they have come from a relatively traditional background with limited experience of challenging the traditional views of research methodologies, then encouraging them to adapt their views and helping them to move their understandings forward may prove to be additionally challenging and problematic.
A higher proportion of doctoral researchers, those in year two or above, UK students, males and those registered part-time are familiar with mixed methods. In addition, a majority of respondents have an awareness of the philosophical arguments associated with using a mixed methods approach to research. However, the only groups where there was a statistically significant difference in awareness were Mode of study and Level of study. Higher proportions of doctoral researchers and those registered part-time had an awareness of the philosophical arguments associated with using this approach.
The questionnaire survey did not aim to check directly whether respondents' understandings of mixed methods were realistic or accurate, but the analysis does indicate that there is a high level of awareness across all respondents with some differences based on the different groupings in the sample. Interestingly, an overwhelming majority of respondents believed that it is acceptable to use both qualitative and quantitative approaches, ie, mixed methods in the same research project. However, the only group where there was a statistically significant difference in views about this related to Level of study, where almost all doctoral researchers believed it was acceptable to use both approaches to research. This may be the result of a higher percentage of this group using mixed methods both currently and in the past. However, a majority of masters students intend to use mixed methods in the future.
Finally, this paper has argued that the use of the qualitative/quantitative distinction is misleading and results in a confused understanding of research methodologies by post-graduate researchers. The findings of the research reported here provide some evidence to support this view. For example, experiment and survey tend to be described as quantitative approaches while interview, observation and case study are described as qualitative approaches. However, there are interesting findings related to whether or not respondents believed that these strategies and methods could be described as being both qualitative and quantitative, demonstrating a support for the feasibility of using a mixed methods approach to research. For example, a higher proportion of participants thought that Documentary analysis and Case study were both quantitative and qualitative research. Experiment and interview were chosen less frequently as fitting both qualitative and quantitative approaches.
There appear to be some inconsistencies in the views of post-graduate students and researchers. This is not surprising. Mixed methods is still a developing area and the terminology, concepts and methods it utilizes lack clarity and coherence. The terms qualitative and quantitative are misleading, since they embody a range of issues, arguments, history and discourses that are far more sophisticated and complex than any two words can denote. What is now needed is a re-conceptualising of the research process, based on characteristics of integration and not just the 'mixing' or 'combining' of different approaches to research.
Currently, mixed methods is still confined within the dualism of a traditional, bi-polar paradigmatic approach to thinking about and carrying out social and educational research. It uses the concepts and language of both traditions. One tentative solution that may go some way to addressing the difficulties that postgraduate researchers appear to experience is Plowright's (2011) FraIM (Frameworks for an Integrated Methodology). The FraIM takes a comprehensive view about mixed methods, or more accurately, an integrated methodology. It provides a framework that can be used to structure thinking and activities to achieve warrantable research that holistically integrates all stages of the research process. It firmly rejects the 'Q' words and argues that such terms are obstacles to developing the practice of using an integrated methodology.
It offers an alternative approach to not only integrating different approaches to research but also to carrying out any type of social or educational research. It has the potential to remove the confusion that postgraduate researchers, and indeed researchers generally, often experience. It provides a more coherent framework that is, at the same time, both simple and sophisticated, utilising a conceptualisation of research that does not privilege any one approach over another.
The FraIM describes the research process as a means of articulating a solution to a problem or an answer to a question through an inferential process based on Toulmin's (1958) uses of argument. It requires appropriate decisions to be made at each stage of the FraIM to ensure that the findings and conclusions are warranted, or justified. Such warrants or justifications are based on an inferential process. This process attempts to explain the claims in terms of the empirical evidence that is selected from the analysis of the research data, which have been collected from the cases, using appropriate methods, and drawing on supporting contextual factors.
Further, the FraIM acknowledges that:
Philosophy does not determine the research methodology employed. It's the other way round: methodology determines the philosophy you might employ to explain your approach to undertaking research (Plowright, 2011:181) .
The FraIM appears to offer postgraduate researchers a way of thinking about research that goes beyond the simplicity of the traditional dualism. According to Creswell (2003) 'Mixed methods has come of age' (p4). It is time for it to develop a more mature independence and grow into an integrated methodology that is not hidebound by a reliance on a traditional polarisation of qualitative and quantitative research paradigms.
